INTRODUCTION
Whether Australian women are likely to have children in the future is of great interest to policy makers, demographers and national planning bodies, with much public discussion of issues surrounding Australia's ageing population ( ) are a major source of data on fertility, and survey researchers are keen to develop questions that will enable them to project more accurately the number of children that women will have.
NLC is a national longitudinal telephone survey asking about how Australians manage their work and family lives, including their decisions about and attitudes towards children. The first wave of NLC was conducted in 1997, with a total of 2231 male and female respondents aged 18-54 years. Subsequent waves of NLC have been conducted every three years, in 2000, 2003 and 2006 . Researchers designing NLC used a new set of fertility questions, hoping to achieve a more accurate estimate of women's intentions (McDonald 1997) . In order to examine how these questions worked in practice, a small repeat telephone survey, the Women on Children (WOC) survey, was conducted in 1998 to ask only the questions on having children of a small sub-sample (26) of women from the 1997 wave of NLC. These women were randomly chosen from the 400 NLC 1997 respondents aged 20-54 years living in New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory, as geographical accessibility was a consideration in the face-to-face interviews planned to follow the telephone survey. WOC interviews were conducted and recorded at the Institute of Family Studies in Melbourne in 1998, using an interviewer trained for the NLC survey. Interviews were transcribed using conventions of conversation analysis (CA), 1 a method increasingly used to provide transparency in survey interaction (for example, Houtkoop-Steenstra 1995 , Houtkoop-Steenstra 1996 , Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000 May 2002; Maynard and Schaeffer 1997; Potter 2003; Schaeffer et al. 1993; Suchman and Jordan 1990) . This paper examines how four respondents and one interviewer, Penny, 2 'do' the survey, achieving responses to NLC Question 165 on likelihood. The first section of the paper examines the difficulties inherent in survey questions used to ascertain women's intentions. Excerpts from the four interviews then show how, in the asking and answering of Q165, the purposes of the researcher, the interviewer and the respondent often do not coincide. Transcribing interaction in these interviews makes transparent how problematic Q165 is for some women, how the question conflates a number of processes, and how the interviewer manages the unenviable task of obtaining a response without the flexibility and resources of ordinary conversation.
THE CONCEPT OF LIKELIHOOD
Much debate has occurred about the questions which will give the most accurate estimate of the likelihood or probability of women having children. As used by demographers and statisticians, 'likelihood' reflects the statistical sense of the probability of an event occurring (Bailey 1982) . Various questions have been tried, focusing on wantedness or desire for children, the number of children the respondent would prefer or like to have, and physical capability (Headey et al. 2006, 23; IRD and WEC 1987a, 48; IRD and WEC 1987b, 42; IRD and MSI 1990a; IRD and MSI 1990b; Melbourne Survey Group 1979; Singh 1984, 62-66) . The accuracy of any estimate can be judged only in retrospect, making the choice of an appropriate question difficult.
In examining fertility motivation, Schaeffer and Thomson (1992, 42) noted that 'researchers do not always distinguish clearly among wanting, intending, or expecting to have a child'. They found that expressions of uncertainty were very common in interviews about women's feelings toward having children, distinguishing between 'task uncertainty' (the respondents' task in using the pre-determined response categories to express their 'true' state), and women's 'state uncertainty' (respondents' uncertainty, neutrality, lack of clarity, ambivalence, or indecision about what their 'true' state was) (Schaeffer and Thomson 1992, 38) . The two types of uncertainty are not independent: 'Expressions of uncertainty are produced by the interaction between the respondent's true state and the content and format of a question' (Schaeffer and Thomson 1992, 38) . They conclude that tape-recording interaction would improve understanding of uncertainty (Schaeffer and Thomson 1992, 60) . Given that the development of questions on fertility has been difficult, a new approach that asks women themselves to ascribe likelihood, as well as using the CA system of transcription that makes interaction on questions in interviews transparent, may prove useful in determining the most appropriate question.
NLC QUESTIONS ON LIKELIHOOD
NLC Q165 asks women to estimate the likelihood of having a child in the future. In asking respondents how likely, researchers are asking respondents to attach a probability or chance to having a child, in terms of six degrees of likelihood: very likely, likely, not sure, unlikely, most unlikely or definitely not. The task of the interviewer is to circle the appropriate number from 1 (very likely) to 6 (definitely not). The preceding question on the interview schedule, Q164 Are you currently pregnant? is closely related to Q165 (Figure 1 ).
ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEWS: TROUBLE IN INTERACTION
Transcription of interviews using CA conventions shows the detail of interaction in a way that makes 'trouble' visible (Heritage and Watson 1979, 161; Psathas 1995, 18; Schegloff et al. 1977; Schegloff 1987; Silverman 1998, 124) . Houtkoop-Steenstra (2000, 157-158, 164) explored 'trouble sources' in telephone-survey interaction using CA. She noted a number of instances where the scripted question gave rise to trouble in interviewer-respondent interaction and explored strategies used to overcome the trouble in the quest for a usable answer: that is, a response allowed by the question's response options in the interests of standardisation for statistical analysis. Suchman and Jordan (1990) illustrated situations where the rigid pursuit of standardisation in posing questions led to awkward interaction and responses of dubious accuracy. When interaction is trouble free, questions and answers tend to flow without hesitation, delay, correction and significant repair (Sacks et al. 1974, 723) : there are not many 'ums', 'ahs' and 'ers'; speakers do not need to correct themselves; word stress is evident; and intonation indicates completion. In troubled interaction, on the other hand, survey participants behave 'inadequately' from the stimulus-response perspective that survey interviewing presupposes (Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000, 17, 18) , with hesitation, lack of certainty, delay, requests for clarification, and repetition on the part of respondents, and deviation from standardised interviewing behaviour on the part of the interviewer (Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000, 174-179) .
Some WOC interviews are 'trouble free' -the interviewer and respondent have no difficulty in arriving at a response; others are 'troubled' -'troubles' or problems occur in the interaction. In most (21 of 26) interviews the question, How likely are to you have a child in the future, are you very likely, likely, not sure, unlikely, most unlikely or definitely not? created no difficulties for the respondent: it was fairly straightforward for the interviewer to circle an appropriate option. Some respondents clearly adopted the likelihood frame of the interviewer in their responses, using statistical expressions such as '100 per cent', 'five per cent', and 'zero chance' in their responses. For five of the 26 respondents, however, the interaction was noticeably troubled and prolonged. Excerpts 2-4 come from interviews with three of these five respondents (the others are not included for reasons of space). They were chosen because they illustrate how trouble arises in interaction when the question of likelihood is not straightforward, by comparison with Excerpt 1 where the question is answered unequivocally.
The vast majority of WOC women (19 of 26) gave the response definitely not. Despite random selection, ten of the 26 women were already over 45 years of age when interviewed and either close to or past menopause; others already had two or more children and wanted no more. Three women had partners or husbands who had had vasectomies; three others had had tubal ligations or hysterectomies. The question proved generally irrelevant in the case of these older women. Excerpt 1 from the interview with Ricky is a typical example of the unproblematic interaction that occurred where the response was definitely not:
Ricky was 40 years old, with two daughters aged 20 and 16. It would be difficult for the interviewer to circle any option here other than definitely not. Ricky repeats her unhesitating response in several different ways: 'zilch', 'none', 'definitely, positively, a hundred per cent not', showing no difficulty in accepting the likelihood frame of the question. The stress and loudness accompanying these negatives, together with the absence of pauses and evident amusement (lines 60, 64), leave no room for doubt with Ricky. This kind of certainty was characteristic of the definitely not responses to this question, allowing the interviewer to interpret the answer easily in terms of the response options.
Only seven women gave responses other than definitely not, and none of the 26 women responded likely. Within this group of seven, some responses were quite difficult to negotiate. The following three excerpts illustrate increasingly more complex interaction in interviews with women whose responses were other than definitely not: Lyn (most unlikely), Kristen (not sure), and Annegret (very likely). Lyn's most unlikely response takes some negotiation but eventually appears to result in a quite certain response; Kristen's and Annegret's responses are less certain.
Lyn, 38, had two children, aged 13 and 10. The following excerpt starts with the interaction over Q164 after Lyn has interrupted the interview to hang up the phone in another room:
For Lyn the question of whether she is likely to have another child in the future does not pose much initial difficulty. She gives a negative answer, preceded only by 'a:h': 'a:h i don't think i will have another child.' (line 74). However, her answer does not use the interviewer's cue (indicated by stress and lengthening on the word 'li:kely'), and the hedge, 'i don't think', avoids certainty (Coates 1996, 152) . Only then does Penny provide four of the six response options as they appear on the interview schedule, although she should have read these as part of the initial asking. Lyn does not answer immediately: 'u:m hhh' and a very long pause begin her turn. When she does answer, she continues to ignore the 'li:kely' used in the question. Both Lyn's answers so far (lines 74, 78) are expressed in terms of what she herself sees and thinks, her own versions of likelihood. Her answers imply that other factors outside her control may make it likely or unlikely, but that as far as she can see (line 78), she will not have another child. For the interviewer these versions are not usable, as they do not suggest words from available response options on the interview schedule; she starts to reformulate Lyn's version with 'so' (line 80). Lyn interrupts, and gives an answer that fits the statistical concept of 'how li:kely' ('but ah (4.0) o-oh i dunno. (0.3) five per cent possibility?').
Penny then reformulates this in terms of the response options in front of her, suggesting the reasonable option 'most unlikely '. She asks Lyn for confirmation: 'is that oka:y?'-a question that predicts a 'yes' response (Houtkoop-Steenstra and Antaki 1997; Smit 1995) . This type of directive probing causes problems in standardised interviewing, but is the easiest way out for interviewers in the stressful situation where they cannot get the respondent to give an answer that fits the response options (Fowler and Mangione 1990, 44; Molenaar and Smit 1996) . Lyn repeats Penny's words, 'most most unlikely'. The repetition, stress and falling intonation give the impression that she now accepts Penny's candidate answer.
Penny's failure to deliver Q165 plus response options in one stretch as written on the schedule is a common interviewer practice (Fowler and Mangione 1990, 34; Houtkoop-Steenstra 2000, 99) . In Q165 the available options indicate clearly that the response must be about degree of likelihood. Without these options, the respondent does not know that her answer must be in those terms. Lyn, for example, assumes that she may answer in her own terms; this leads to prolonged interaction to sort out 'misunderstanding' of the researcher's frame and to achieve an allowed response. Whether reading out the response options would have resulted in a different answer from Lyn is unclear, especially as she persisted with her own answer even after the options were given to her. If Penny had not asked a question predicting a 'yes' answer (lines 83-84), would Lyn have given a different response and been placed in a different response category?
Kristen also has trouble with the question:
In this excerpt, also, the interviewer and respondent are at cross purposes. Three times Kristen answers in terms of whether she would 'like' to have another child (lines 116, 119, 125) , whereas the interviewer persists with the question-'how likely'?
3 The similar base of the two words is striking. In line 125 Kristen starts the third attempt to convey what she would like to do 'i'd like to' but complies with the question when she continues 'but i'd say (.) probably not sure.' Although this suggests that Kristen cannot predict likelihood, that the decision is not hers, this answer is enough for Penny; she has an allowed response. This is evident from her sequence-closing third (SCT), ' not sure ' (line 126), closing off the question-answer sequence more softly than surrounding talk (Schegloff 1995, 114-115) . Kristen ostensibly accepts Penny's attempt to end the sequence, saying 'yeah' followed by a one-second pause (line 127), at which point Penny could continue with the next question on the schedule. However, Penny does not move on and loses the opportunity to take her turn. Kristen provides a fourth answer (line 127) in terms of what she would 'like' to do. At this point Penny goes to the next question, without giving any further response; Kristen has managed to answer in terms of likelihood while keeping her own sense of what she would like to happen.
For Annegret, the interviewer circled very likely. This interview exemplifies the potential difficulties for interviewer and respondent in finding an option that reflects both the respondent's personal situation and an allowed 'institutional' response. In the interview with Annegret, the interaction is troubled and achievement of a response is difficult:
Penny reformulates and eventually redefines the question as it is worded in the questionnaire: from a question about likelihood it becomes a question about intention. From the beginning, Penny's delivery of the question shows the respondent that her key concern is the question of likelihood. She places the main stress on 'how li:kely' (lines 44, 45), giving less emphasis to the words 'having another child' by speaking these words more quickly than the surrounding talk. As in Kristen's interview, Penny does not provide Annegret with the response options; thus, Q165 appears to be an open question, with no specified frame for Annegret's answer.
Annegret's answer indicates that the question poses difficulties for her; she cannot answer in a way that satisfies the interviewer. She begins her reply (line 46), with both in-breath and an almost strangled, embarrassed 'laughter', perhaps rendering 'a serious, perhaps more personal, disclosure less serious' (O'Donnell-Trujillo and Adams 1983, 190) . These indications of trouble signal that for Annegret the answer is problematic. Her answer is 'dispreferred' (Sacks 1987, 58; Silverman 1998, 123; Schegloff et al. 1977) , requiring her to do considerable work to respond. That this may be an emotive issue is signalled by laughter and the fact that she stumbles over a word, referring to a 'biological huh huh determinant' and implying that it is out of her control.
It is clear at this point in the interview that to answer a question about likelihood is impossible for Annegret because she feels that having a child is out of her control, whereas the term 'likely' in the question assumes that the respondent does in fact have some control. That is, the question assumes that the respondent understands the issues involved in the likelihood of conception and has some control over how likely it is. Pomerantz (1984) shows that, if a speaker meets such a problem in obtaining a response in ordinary conversation, various interactional resources are available to solve the problem, and that speakers will often modify their positions. However, in this type of institutional talk, the interviewer has little scope for such modification to suit individual respondents because of the paramount importance of standardization in analysing responses: the question should be asked in exactly the same way for each respondent (Australian Institute of Family Studies 1998, 23-28) . Thus, respondent answers are discounted unless they adopt the frame of the question.
The error correction and 'huh huh' in the phrase 'boi-biological huh huh determinant' are further clues that Annegret is searching for an acceptable way to put her answer that is usable by the interviewer. Annegret's Freudian slip, 'it's a boi-', identical in sound to 'It's a boy!', is interesting in itself, given the topic of having children and given that conversation analysts argue that language use is not accidental or haphazard (Schegloff et al. 1977, 381) . Speech errors -slips of the tongue -are in fact quite rare (Levelt 1989, 199) and especially likely to occur 'when there are attentional lapses, or when there are high processing demands (such as in fast speech)'; repair situations are 'almost always "loading" moments for a speaker' (Levelt 1989, 487) . The question, How likely […] appears to impose a considerable processing demand on Annegret.
It may be here (line 46) that Annegret is searching for a word that is appropriate to a formal interview situation but also a word that will fit the interviewer's frame of likelihood. 'Determinant' does this without Annegret having to give up her sense that she has no control over the biological aspect of likelihood. Jefferson (1984, 199) notes that the use of 'uh' in (American) English is not a 'trivial, haphazard occurrence', but an orderly interjection with the particular function of correcting an error that one almost produced but did not. Jefferson cites instances of 'uh' being used by speakers to change their language to fit more appropriately with the language of the recipient, signalling 'I need more time to think about how to put this'.
However, when Annegret provides an explanation that does not include any reference to 'how likely', Penny has to do further work: Annegret's answer contains no useful topical material to help Penny circle a response. Penny says 'ri::ght,' (line 48), with rising intonation, thereby acknowledging a cause-effect relationship of the 'biological huh huh determinant' (Gardner 2005, 10) , but giving Annegret the go-ahead to say more. This 'ri::ght,' is the first part of a three-turn sequence by which speakers generate a topic interactionally in conversations (Button and Casey 1984) . The preferred next activity is a newsworthy-event-report in a next turn: that is, something that could constitute a topic of interest (Button and Casey 1984, 167) . Annegret takes up Penny's invitation immediately -'ri::ght,' gives her the go-ahead to answer as she likes -and she switches her answer back to the secondary concept in the original question, that of 'having a child'. She does this by giving the positive reply 'we're trying' (line 49), implying the continuation 'to do something': to have another child. The 'trying' indicates failure so far. Laughter and inbreath accompany this answer, once again pointing to her difficulty in talking about this issue and her inability to provide a usable answer (Sacks 1987) .
The answer 'we're trying' still does not give Penny a usable response. Penny's rejoinder, 'oh you're trying', indicates that she regards Annegret's new information as potentially informative, but she then rejects this potential: it does not help in circling a response option for Q165. Penny then reformulates what Annegret has said, using 'so' (line 52) in another attempt to bring the question to resolution. 4 However, because this (albeit hesitant) reformulation is still in terms of the problematic 'likelihood' ('so its (0.3) its (.) li:kely'), Annegret still cannot answer the question. Once again, she challenges the frame set by the interviewer, indicating by 'well', a pause, and laughter (line 53) that she cannot unreservedly say 'yes'. Her personal circumstances may not make having another child at all likely; yet she cannot yet say, 'It's not likely at all', given that she and her husband are still 'trying'. Again, she gives a dispreferred response. Pomerantz (1984, 156) showed that, if an assertion is simply unclear, it may be relatively easily solved; however, in the case of an 'offensive, insulting, silly, or wrong assertion', the trouble may be more complicated to repair. Both Penny and Annegret have trouble with each other's assertions here. Next, Penny takes up Annegret's earlier mention of 'determinant' (line 55), together with yet another attempt to revert to the question of 'how likely', using the words 'as likely as you can determine', with laughter. This time she reformulates a 'no-problem' compromise between what the respondent seems to want to say and what she as interviewer can accept as a response: 'so we could say very likely, really,' -a clear example of interviewer bias (Fowler and Mangione 1990, 40) . Penny's 'we' emphasises potential agreement. For Annegret to give a clear 'no' to this reformulation is not possible -she is still hoping that she will conceive; the rising intonation of her 'yeah,' response indicates her ambivalence. She is still not able to accept the continued reformulation of the answer in terms of likelihood. The ambivalent 'yeah,' with non-final intonation (line 57), on the other hand, indicates tentative agreement, that she also wants it to be very likely that she will, in fact, have another child.
Penny reformulates the question a third time, this time in terms of intention: 'that's your intention, isn't it.', a declarative question predicting a 'yes' answer (HoutkoopSteenstra and Antaki 1997, 299) . Annegret finally answers 'yeah.'. She can agree with this; it is her intention, after all. She has tried twice to talk about her lack of control in the matter (lines 46ff, 53ff), but does not know that this is not reflected in any response option. It is unlikely that Annegret will try again to address the question of likelihood, given that disconfirmations of formulations 'jeopardize the sense of "the talk thus far"' (Heritage and Watson 1979, 144) . It means starting again from square one. Schegloff and Sacks (1973, 303ff) note that formulations act as shutting-down techniques; they are used as 'candidate preclosings', and as such are useful techniques for interviewers in closing interaction on a question. Thus, at the end of the interaction on Q165, Annegret's response seems to be more a case of agreement with the last question posed than genuine agreement with the outcome very likely, a phenomenon also noted by Houtkoop-Steenstra (1996, 216-219) in telephone interviews in Dutch.
The interview with Annegret illustrates Suchman and Jordan's argument that interaction in survey interviews 'relies on, but also suppresses' crucial elements of everyday conversation, thus creating an unresolved tension between the survey as an interactional event and as a neutral measurement instrument (Suchman and Jordan 1990, 232) . During a subsequent in-depth interview Annegret reported her pessimism about becoming pregnant. She and her husband were under extreme pressure from work; they had been 'trying' for over a year and had undergone various medical procedures and tests. Because the interviewer cannot vary the question without consequences for standardisation and the need to obtain an allowed response, the information that could come from Annegret about her difficulties in becoming pregnant -difficulties that greatly affect the likelihood of her having another child -is lost.
DISCUSSION
The problem for demographers remains how best to obtain an understanding of the factors that result in a figure for likelihood, probability or chance. Analysis of troubled interaction provides a starting point for addressing this difficulty. Likelihood is clearly not simply a matter of wanting, intending or planning to have a child, as Kristen's and Annegret's interviews show. The likelihood of 'having a child' conflates at least four processes: deciding to have a child, becoming pregnant, carrying a pregnancy to term, and giving birth. Many factors, often beyond the conscious control of women or couples, play a part in the transition from conception to birth. Thus, the question, How likely are you to have a child in the future? will be difficult to answer in cases where one or more of these processes is problematic.
Conversation analysis shows how respondent and interviewer resolve incongruence in the way Q165 is framed, and how respondents' answers reflect their personal circumstances. Some respondents, like Ricky and Lyn, were able to respond to the researcher's frame of how likely. Others, like Annegret and Kristen, were not, because their personal circumstances did not allow them to predict likelihood. Older women, such as Ricky, who already had the children they wanted, were very clear that they were likely to have no more. However, some younger women found the question difficult: both Kristen and Annegret wanted another child but were experiencing difficulty in becoming pregnant. A common assumption is that questions such as this are sensitive (Coombs and Freedman 1964, 112, 117) , whereas analysis here shows the problem to be lack of congruence in the purposes of the researcher and the respondent: the researcher asks about likelihood, whereas the respondent tells her own story. The task for both parties is to resolve this incongruence.
Transcription of interaction on Q165 shows that where task and state uncertainty coincide, trouble may occur. First, Q165 uses a likelihood frame that is problematic for a number of respondents. The incongruence in frames, compounded when the interviewer does not provide response options that indicate what constitutes an allowed response, leads to uncertainty in the task of responding to the question and answers that are shown to be inappropriate (Fowler and Mangione 1990, 50) . Second, state uncertainty means that the women themselves may not be able to determine how likely they are to have a child. The interviewer is placed in an unenviable position, having to obtain a response while attempting to maintain a precarious social relationship without the resources of ordinary conversational interaction. When the respondent is also uncertain of her situation, there is no easy resolution.
Transcription of interaction shows how the wording of the question as delivered to each respondent contributes to the ambiguity of Q165. The word 'have' can be interpreted in different ways. An adopting couple, for example, can be said to 'have a child'. In the 2001 Australian SBS television series Mum's the Word a woman described having to think twice about whether she had 'had a child' because it was delivered by Caesarian section. In any case, it may be difficult to contemplate the larger question of how likely it is to have a child, if achieving the pre-requisite of becoming pregnant is problematic.
Detailed transcription demonstrates that responses to Q165 are therefore negotiated and collaboratively constructed. Where respondents' answers do not fit response options, the interviewer shows them to be unusable; respondents also demonstrate that questions do not fit their circumstances. Interaction is locally managed, differing with each interview situation. Neither the interviewer's nor the respondent's contribution then can be usefully examined in isolation.
This situation is not unique to this survey or this question, as shown by previous research (Houtkoop-Steenstra 1995 , Houtkoop-Steenstra 1996 , Houtkoop-Steenstra 2002 Mazeland and ten Have 1998; Schaeffer et al. 1993; Schaeffer and Thomson 1992; Suchman and Jordan 1990) . As Suchman and Jordan (1990, 240) and Schober and Conrad (2002) suggest, interviewers also need to be allowed flexibility to deviate from the standardised schedule, if the complexity of respondents' realities is not to be lost. A CA perspective thus provides a useful dimension for evaluating questions, enabling survey designers to trouble-shoot and formulate alternate strategies. CA transcriptions also provide a potentially very useful tool for interviewer and supervisor feedback.
ENDNOTES

1
The following transcription conventions are used in this paper:
Abbreviated from Gardner (2004) , Jefferson (1984) , and Sacks et al. (1974) . Houtkoop-Steenstra (1996, 216) shows similar reformulation of answers to fit response categories from Dutch data.
